Mass and Gravity
The foremost problem that lies at the heart of all would-be universal physical theories concerns the question of the gravitational force.  And to the extent that this force is nothing other than the constant activity of the quality that is known as mass, the foremost problem reduces to nothing other than the following question: How is massiveness possible?  And since all forces reduce, by definition, to the product of mass and acceleration, the latter of which is a purely a priori mathematical concept, the very notion of forcefulness, in whatever manifestation it exists (electrical, magnetic, nuclear, etc.) is simply begging the question of massiveness, as such.  So the assertion that all of the forces besides gravity have been adequately “explained” is simply a patent falsehood, for the simple reason that gravity, as the manifestation of sheer massiveness, can be understood as the transcendent force-in-itself; that is, gravity is nothing other than the very form of all possible forces.

So what is the reason for the modern enthusiasm that all of the forces besides gravity have been adequately explained?  It is simply that physics, in its long chains of symbolic reasonings, forgets the transcendental significance of its first principle, such that this significance becomes appropriated into the manifold of the very linguistic fabric of physics, and thus allowing the language itself to be the a priori basis of its formulations.    That is, the very notion of “force” is implicitly understood as a self-grounding signification, effectively divorced from its transcendent dependence upon massiveness, allowing it to be unproblematically used in the various equations that deal with the various phenomenal incarnations of forcefulness.
When the grounding essence of force, as massiveness, is forgotten in this way, it is free to be used as a general template (a form) for the sake of the construction (formation) of the “specific” forces, which are seen to be manifestly “there,” ready to be subsumed under a conceptual unity.  But gravity refuses all attempts at such a subsumption for the simple reason that a concept can never be subsumed under itself if this concept is to be understood as a contingency rather than existing as a self-grounding necessity.  That is, even though mass, and therefore gravity, is not explicitly understood as a self-grounding necessity, the brute fact that it is such a necessity prevents it from being subject to mathematical reasonings whose purpose it is to attempt to subsume it under its own essential concept.
As long as physics understands the notion of fundamentality in terms of the notion of scale (size) for the unquestioned reason that a body, in its essence, is impenetrable, and it therefore understands itself as a system of purely external relations that all reduce to the equation of inertial momentum (p=mv), it will only be able to think of mass—and therefore gravity—as a brute fact, begging for “physical explanation,” rather than as the purest empirical manifestation of the very universal principle that grounds the possibility of all physicality.
To “think mechanically” (i.e. classically, in the Newtonian paradigm) is to think in terms of this system of purely external relations.  A “particle” is understood as a thing that itself has no parts (for if it did have parts, then another system of external relations would be needed), and if such a thing is to be understood as not possibly having any parts, then it must not be thought to have any spatial extent, and it must be therefore understood as a pure mathematical point.  As a result of its own assumptions, this way of thinking inevitably annihilates all semblances of qualitative continuity so that all that remains is an empty logical matrix whose sheer localities serve as the “homes” of the resident point-particle-nothings.  A locality is then said to be “occupied” when it correlates to an n-tuple of characteristic predicates (e.g. mass, charge, spin), the values of which determine the species of particle in question.  Mass is here understood to be merely one predicate among many, and it is because of this implicit one-of-manyness that the problem of massiveness is able to hide itself within the manifold of the language of physics.

The notion of one-of-manyness is the essence of all relationalism  and it is this essence that serves as the implicit ground of all possible modes of physical thought.  But when physics asks the question of gravity, it fails to understand that it is finally asking a question that one-of-manyness cannot possibly handle.  In this way, physics is asking a question that seeks after its own ground—which must necessarily be a transcendent unity.  As long as physics sees itself as a mere categorization scheme of the one-of-manyness of the externalistic point-particle-nothing paradigm, it will never see itself as lacking the very ground that will allow it to be finally unified.
It is at this point where we must revert back to the schism that was created when the “realism” of Aristotle’s categories split off from the “idealism” of Plato’s forms.  The categories were organized under predicates that inhered within things, while the forms were identical with the things themselves.  When questioning merely categorially, the forms of the things are not put into question, and the things, as formless, collapse into sheer locality, in the sense that they “annihilate” into pure locations-with-predicates.  To put this notion into the present context, we can say that the problem of gravity begs the philosophical (synthetic) question of the form of sheer massiveness rather than the merely logical (analytic) question of the way that mass can be “explained” from within a well-established linguistic framework.

The very notion of philosophical synthesis strikes fear in the heart of the modern Western scientific establishment, to the extent that it becomes openly hostile to all questions that smack of philosophical interpretation.  It is thought that the linguistic context in which modern physics is grounded (i.e. algebraic formalism) is the structure that best allows for the rigor that keeps physical inquiry immune from all “philosophical speculation.”  But this algebraic rigor is precisely the thing that keeps physical inquiry contained within a box from which it so desperately seeks to escape, in the name of the problem of the gravitational force.
The common refrain, “It’s all in the math,” is simply a sad excuse that forces one to remain within the safety of the algebraic formalism rather than venturing into the “wilderness” of genuine philosophical inquiry, which is precisely the place where the most perplexing questions are likely to be resolved.  Furthermore, the equation of “mathematics” and “algebraic formalism” is simply an attempt to equate “mathematical thinking” and “exact solvability,” the latter being the condition for modern scientific enthusiasm.  For if the mathematical way of thinking were allowed to return to its ancient roots as geometric intuitionism (the foundation of the Kantian system), then the simplistic solvability of the algebraic formalism—which allows for modernist enthusiasm—will necessarily give way to modes of inquiry whose foundations are much less “certain” (they are much more open for interpretation) and are thus much more apt to lead to an age of indefinite philosophical “sobriety.”

Furthermore, the sciences must remain wedded to an ethos of “active technicity” if it is to continue to claim a right to have “gotten beyond” its ancient philosophical ancestry.  That is, the “official experiment” must be seen to be the authority that proves the speculative thesis (theory as hypothesis), rather than the explicative thesis (theory as such) being the authority that proves the experiment.  These two uses of the word “proof,” of course, begs the question of just what it means for something to be “true.”  In the modernist scientific ethos, truth is given immediately through the sensory apparatus (e.g. “I saw it with my own eyes!”).  But this kind of “immediately visualizable” test of truthfulness is simply meant to distract our attention from the notion of truth as the result of thoughtful judgment which is given its impetus through the faculty of reason, as it seeks to discover unity in the concepts of the understanding.  This is not to say that truth, in its philosophical determination, is antagonistic to the notion of immediate sensibility, but only to say that the pathway to truth merely begins with this sensibility.

The notion that the rational ideas are antagonistic to the empirical sensations is simply a legacy of the homogenizing effects of a cult of thoughtless immediacy (enabled through technological “progression”).  That is, the essences of the so-called empirical philosophies are to think of philosophy itself, given through the process of ideation, as a “problem” that must somehow be “cured.”  To be an “idealist,” therefore, causes one to become engaged in “mere speculation,” which is taken to be antithetical to the more fruitful practices that allow the things to speak for themselves.  It is in this notion of idea as distracting illusion, rather than idea as the compulsion towards comprehension, which motivates the push towards the anti-philosophies of common sensibility.
It is “common sense” to say that language is manifestly capable of adequately resolving all questions that can possibly be resolved.  But when a certain linguistic context, such as the algebra of physics, is taken to be a dogmatic, necessarily inescapable matrix of meanings, and when this matrix is grounded in the hidden assumption of pure mutual exclusivity, then there is no way that it can, qua itself, ever hope to answer the single question that aims to question the very truthfulness of this selfsame assumption.

Gravity is the tendency of sheer massiveness to perpetually seek its point of highest stability (lowest potential).  From the Aristotelian perspective, it is assumed that the that this notion of gravitational massiveness is merely a predicate that inheres within mutually exclusive fundamental particles, rather than, following Plato, being the purely irreducible form of forcefulness itself.  That is, the mere shape of the field of gravitational force—in conjunction with the universal physical principle—is the entirety of the reality that underlies the explicitly irreducible (it is held as being axiomatic from within modern physical theory) quality known as inertial mass.
The problem with accepting this purely form-based theory of physical materiality is that the “true form” of any massive body can never be immediately sensed for the reason that a form, as such, bears no relation to physical massiveness: it is simply an ideal mathematical object!  It is only by way of subtracting away the universal physical principle from the mathematically ideal form that a logical system which axiomatizes massiveness can possibly find its own universal grounding that it so desperately seeks.  In this way, every kind of in-hering predicate (which are simply just the immediately given experimental data) is forever dissolved by the transcendentally unifying idea of universal mathematical forms, which alone condition the possibility of the a priori intuitive system of ex-hering predication (geometry).
By way of the previous considerations, the notion of universal truth becomes possible.  That is to say, a series of judgments that end in universal truth cannot at all be possible within a system that implicitly assumes that which it must explain.  For, the a priori forms of intuition are the necessary conditions of all possible experience, and it is only qua the necessity of a priority that the notion of universality attains its possibility.  That is to say, the [modernist] assertion that universality must be attained qua the contingency of a posteriority is patently absurd!
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